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Abstract. The purpose of this application is to conserve the prevailing usage of the 
generic and specific names of the Atlantic/Mediterranean nudibranch Doris verrucosa 
Linnaeus, 1758 by the designation of a neotype. The binomen is in long-accepted use 
for a well-known European and North American species, and Doris is the type genus 
of the family poriprpaE Rafinesque, 1815. However, Doris verrucosa had originally 
been introduced for one (or more) taxonomic species from the Indian Ocean; these 
probably belonged to the PHYLLIDIIDAE, which is placed in a different superfamily 
from the DORIDIDAE. 
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1. Linnaeus (1758, p. 653) erected the nudibranch genus Doris to contain the single 
species D. verrucosa, with the description: 

“Doris. Corpus oblongum, subtus planum. Tentacula ad os circiter octo. [Body oblong, 
flattened ventrally. Eight tentacles surrounding the mouth}. 

verrucosa. Doris corpore supra tuberculato. [Dorsum with tubercles] 

Rumph. mus. 38. Limax marina verrucosa. 

Seb. mus. 2. t. 61. f. 5. Mitella verrucosa. 

Habitat in Oceano. 

Corpus oblongum, semicylindricum, convexum, extremitatibus rotundatis, supra verru- 
cosum. Margo lateralis deflexus. 

Pes ut in Limace, ovalis, oblongus margine plano. Os tentaculis brevissimis, circiter 
octo.” 

Linnaeus did not mention any specimen of D. verrucosa as having been seen by 
himself, and the description was probably based on the two references cited. The 
reference to Seba (1735, pl. 61, fig. 5) refers to an illustration of a nudibranch which 
is probably Phyillidiella pustulosa (Cuvier, 1804) (PHYLLIDIIDAE), a common tropical 
Indo-Pacific species. The other reference (Rumphius, 1705, p. 38) is a short 
description, not detailed enough to permit identification but which could possibly 
represent a phyllidiid nudibranch. If the present application is accepted the possible 
synonymy between P. pustulosa (Cuvier, 1804) and D. verrucosa Linnaeus, 1758 will 
be removed. 

2. In a subsequent edition of the Systema Naturae, Linnaeus (1767, p. 1083) 
corrected the original description of Doris by stating that the tentacles [=gills] | 
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surround the anus, not the mouth, and he expanded Doris to include three additional 
species. The description of, and bibliographical indications referring to, D. verrucosa 
were repeated with a minor change: “D/foris/ oblonga, corpore supra undique 
tuberculato”’”, and the habitat is now given as “Oceano Indico”. 

3. The name Doris has subsequently been applied to encompass nearly all 
nudibranchs of the order Doridida, which currently includes several superfamilies. 
However, the family pHYLLIDUDAE is remarkable among dorid nudibranchs for having 
a dorsal or ventral anus not surrounded by gills, so that it is one of the few dorid 
families for which the name Doris has never been used. 

4, Pennant (1777, p. 36) applied the name Doris verrucosa to a British species from 
Aberdeen, Scotland, at the same time providing a short description and an 
illustration (pl. 21, fig. 23). Pennant’s application of the name Doris verrucosa differs 
from both Linnaeus’s original concept and the modern application. Thompson & 
Brown (1984) identify the species described by Pennant as Onchidoris bilamellata 
(Linnaeus, 1767). 

5. Cuvier (1804) discussed the doubtful identity of Linnaeus’s nominal species, and 
(p. 467, pl. 1, figs. 4-6) applied the name Doris verrucosa to a dorid from “Tle de 
France’ {[Mauritius] which was known to him from preserved specimens. He 
commented that he used the name D. verrucosa because it well matched the Mauritian 
species even though Seba’s illustration, referred to by Linnaeus, was that of a chiton 
(however, in stating this, Cuvier apparently confused Seba’s pl. 61, fig. 4, which 
indeed represents a chiton, with fig. 5). The excellent quality of Cuvier’s illustrations 
and the scientific influence of his writings probably explain why his authorship of the 
name Doris verrucosa was often cited by subsequent authors. 

6. Rapp (1827, p. 517) used the name Doris verrucosa Linnaeus for a dorid from 
Naples, Italy, which in his opinion had the same characteristics as Linnaeus’s and 
Cuvier’s species but differed from that of Montagu; this reference to “Montagu” was 
probably an error for Pennant (see para. 4 above), because Montagu never used the 
name Doris verrucosa in any of his works. Following Rapp (1827) the name Doris 
verrucosa was applied by European zoologists (Delle Chiaje (1828, p. 129, 133, pl. 38, 
figs 14, 23); Philippi (1836, p. 104); d’Orbigny (1839, p. 39); and numerous 
subsequent authors) exclusively to the common Atlantic/Mediterranean nudibranch 
which is characterised by hemispherical tubercles on the notum, numerous uni- 
pinnate branchial leaves and long rhinophores. This very well-known species is 
distributed throughout the Mediterranean and the Atlantic European coast from the 
south coasts of the British Isles to the Azores (Thompson & Brown, 1984), and also 
on the eastern coast of North America (Franz, 1970). 

7. Fischer (1867, pp. 7~8) recognized that the specific name verrucosa Linnaeus, 
1758 originally referred to a species from the Indian Ocean and should not be 
used for the European species; he accordingly introduced the name Doris derelicta for 
the latter. The specific name derelicta Fischer, 1867, combined with Doris or 
Doridigitata (see para. 9 below), has been sporadically treated as valid since its 
original description (e.g. Lafont, 1868; Taslé, 1870; Beltremieux, 1884; Locard, 1886; 
Iredale & O'Donoghue, 1923). However, its usage has been discontinued in modern 
times. 

8. The uncertainty of the identity of the species denoted by the name Doris 
verrucosa Linnaeus, 1758 was discussed by Bergh (1878, p. 579). Ignoring Fischer's 
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(1867) discussion and specific name derelicta, Bergh proposed to disregard Linnaeus’s 
original references and to apply the name “Doris verrucosa L. Cuvier” to the 
European species. A somewhat similar and nomenclaturally unorthodox view was 
later held by Pruvot-Fol (1934, p. 236-239). She regarded Cuvier as “premier 
réviseur” of the name verrucosa and suggested that the European species be called 
“Doris verrucosa L. (Cuvier)”; she rightly noted that it would be “de gros 
inconvenients” to transfer the name Doris to the PHYLLIDIDAE. Eliot (1910, 
p. 94) criticized Bergh’s nomenclature, but, although he conceded “‘It is true that the 
animal [Doris verrucosa] cannot be recognized from Linnaeus’ description’, he 
continued to apply the name Doris verrucosa Linnaeus to the European species. 
Despite their differing opinions on how to cite the authorship of the name Doris 
verrucosa, Bergh, Eliot and Pruvot-Fol all agreed in applying it to the 
Atlantic/European species and with the single exception of Iredale & O'Donoghue 
(1923; see para. 9 below) their view prevailed throughout the 20th century. The name 
Doris verrucosa is in current general use for the European species in taxonomic works 
(e.g. Marcus & Marcus, 1967; Schmekel, 1968; Schmekel & Portmann, 1982: 
Thompson & Brown, 1984; Just & Edmunds, 1985), illustrated popular guides (e.g. 
Ried], 1983; Cattaneo-Vietti, Chemello & Gianuzzi-Savelli, 1990; Picton & Morrow, 
1994; Weinberg, 1994) and regional check-lists of marine molluscs (e.g. Cervera et al., 
1988; Sabelli, Gianuzzi-Savelli & Bedulli, 1990; Seaward, 1990; Smith & Heppell, 
1991). The species has also been the subject of investigations in the fields of cytology 
and karyology (Fodera, 1915; Mancino & Sordi, 1964; Avila & Dufort, 1996) and 
chemistry (Avila et al., 1990; Gavagnin et al., 1990; De Petrocellis et al., 1996). The 
name Doris verrucosa has not been applied to a species from the Indian Ocean since 
the very early 19th century (paras. 5 and 6 above). 

9. The historical ambiguity in the application of the specific name Doris verrucosa 
has had consequences at genus level. D’Orbigny (1839, p. 39), discussing the 
nudibranchs of the Canary Islands, stated that the family DorIDIDAE contained 
several genera, and he divided Doris into discrete species groups which he treated as 
the subgenera Doris and Doridigitata. The latter contained the new species D. 
bertheloti from the Canary Islands, and “Doris verrucosa Linn” [in the European 
sense] was also placed in Doridigitata, even though according to modern rules this is 
automatically the type species of Doris (Doris) Linnaeus, 1758 by monotypy (so that 
Doris and Doridigitata are synonyms). Gray (1847, p. 164) fixed Doris verrucosa as 
the type species of Doridigitata (which he spelled as Doris-digitata); Iredale & 
O'Donoghue (1923, p. 229) mistakenly considered D. hertheloti to be the type species 
by monotypy. Since its original description the generic name Doridigitata has been 
used as valid only by Iredale & O'Donoghue (1923), who noted that this is “Doris of 
some authorities, not Doris, Linné, Syst. Nat., ed. 10, p. 653, 1758”. 

10. Bergh (1878, p. 578) rejected the name Doridigitata because he found 
it inappropriate, and introduced a new nominal genus Staurodoris to contain 
“St. verrucosa (Cuv.) M. mediterr.”, D. bertheloti, and two other nominal species. 
The synonymy of S. verrucosa included “D. verrucosa L. Cuvier” and Bergh was 
evidently intending to use Linnaeus’s name in the supposed sense of Cuvier; like other 
authors he ignored the fact that Cuvier had applied the name to a species from 
Mauritius. Iredale & O'Donoghue (1923, p. 229) subsequently designated “Doris 
verrucosa, Bergh, ex Cuvier” (i.e. D. verrucosa as interpreted by Bergh) as the type 


Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 57(2) June 2000 71 


species of Staurodoris, although they treated this generic name as a junior synonym 
of Doridigitatu. Under Article 69.2.4 of the Code their action fixes the European 
species (denoted by its valid name) as the type species of Stawrodoris, and if the 
present application is accepted the valid name of the species will be D. verrucosa 
Linnaeus, 1758 (and not D. derelicta Fischer, 1867). After its original establishment 
the name Staurodoris had a limited usage as a subgenus of Doris (Eliot, 1910), or as 
a full genus (e.g. Ihering, 1886; Gadzikiewicz, 1907). Neither Doridigitata nor 
Staurodoris has had any modern usage, whereas Doris has been consistently used in 
the recent literature for D. verrucosa (in the Atlantic/Mediterranean sense) and allied 
species (e.g. Thiele, 1931; Schmekel, 1968; Franc, 1968; Bouchet, 1977; Thompson, 
1980; Ortea, Pérez-Sanchez & Liera, 1982). 

1!. The family-group name DorIDIDAE was introduced by Rafinesque (1815, 
p. 142; spelled as Doridia), based on Doris Linnaeus. Iredale & O'Donoghue (1923, 
p. 226), who rejected Doris as the valid generic name of the European species, 
logically also rejected the family name DorIDIDAE and erected DORIDIGITATIDAE based 
on Doridigitata. As far as we have ascertained, the name DORIDIGITATIDAE has not 
been used as valid since its original introduction, whereas DORIDIDAE is in wide 
general use. 

12. The difficulties surrounding the applications of the name Doris verrucosa are 
obvious, and have been noted by those authors (Bergh, Eliot, Pruvot-Fol) who 
have explicitly favoured maintaining the long-established usage of the name for the 
European species. The authors (Fischer, Iredale & O'Donoghue) who rejected 
Doris verrucosa in favour of Fischer’s (1867) Doris (or Doridigitata) derelicta did 
not apply the name D. verrucosa to a tropical species. We think that the only 
pragmatic solution to this very longstanding problem is to maintain current usage 
of both the generic and specific names by designating a neotype of Doris verrucosa 
that conforms to its application in the Atlantic/European literature. The nominal 
species Doris derelicta Fischer, 1867 was established to cover the same biological 
concept (para. 7) and is therefore a synonym. Since no type material of D. 
derelicta is known to exist it is advisable to make it an objective synonym by 
designating the neotype of D. verrucosa also the neoiype of D. derelicta. A 
specimen from Castropol, Asturias (Atlantic coast of Spain) in the Muséum 
national d’Histoire naturelle, Paris, has the characters of D. verrucosa described in 
detail by Schmekel (1968), Ortea, Pérez-Sanchez & Llera (1982) and Thompson & 
Brown (1984), and it proposed that it be designated the neotype of both nominal 
species; it will be labelled accordingly. 

13. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to set aside all previous fixations of type specimens for 

the nominal species Doris verrucosa Linnaeus, 1758 and Doris derelicta 
Fischer, 1867, and to designate as the neotype of both species the specimen in 
the Muséum national d'Histoire naturelle, Paris, mentioned in para. 12 above: 
(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Doris 
Linnaeus, 1758 (gender: feminine), type species by monotypy Doris verrucosa 
Linnaeus, 1758; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name verrucosa 
Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Doris verrucosa and as defined by 
the neotype designated in (1) above; 
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(4) to place on the Official List of Family-Group Names in Zoology the name 
DORIDIDAE Rafinesque, 1815, type genus Doris Linnaeus, 1758; 

(5) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 
Zoology the following names: 

(a) Doridigitata dOrbigny, 1839 (a junior objective synonym of Doris 
Linnaeus, 1758); 

(b) Staurodoris Bergh, 1878 (a junior objective synonym of Doris Linnaeus, 
1758); 

(6) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 
Zoology the name derelicta Fischer, 1867, as published in the binomen Doris 
derelicta and as defined by the neotype designated in (1) above (a junior 
objective synonym of Doris verrucosa Linnaeus, 1758; 

(7) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Family-Group Names 
in Zoology the name DoRIDIGITATIDAE Iredale & O'Donoghue, 1923 (type 
genus Doridigitata d’Orbigny, 1839) (a junior objective synonym of DORIDIDAE 
Rafinesque, 1815). 
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